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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Thursday, June 5, 2014, at 3 p.m.

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable ED-
WARD J. MARKEY, a Senator from the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Holy, holy, holy, Lord God almighty,
who is and who was and who is to
come, through Your wisdom all things
are governed, and through Your grace
all things are sustained. Give our Sen-
ators the power to serve You. As they
labor to do Your will, provide them
with the wisdom to discern Your pre-
cepts and obey Your commands. Lord,
help them to see that to know You is
life, to serve You is freedom, and to
praise You is joy. Let them experience
You in the center of their being, find-
ing delight in Your presence.

We pray in Your majestic Name.
Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge
of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. LEAHY).

Senate

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 4, 2014

The assistant legislative clerk read

the following letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 4, 2014.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable EDWARD J. MARKEY, a
Senator from the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, to perform the duties of the Chair.

PATRICK J. LEAHY,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MARKEY thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

BIPARTISAN SPORTSMEN’S ACT
OF 2014—MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move
to proceed to Calendar No. 384, S. 2363,
the Hagan sportsmen’s legislation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 384, S.
2363, a bill to protect and enhance opportuni-
ties for recreational hunting, fishing, and
shooting, and for other purposes.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
SCHEDULE
Mr. REID. Following my remarks

and those of the Republican leader, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until 11 a.m., with the Repub-
licans controlling the first 30 minutes
and the majority controlling the final
30 minutes.

At 11 a.m. the Senate will proceed to
executive session and begin a series of
up to four rollcall votes. The first three
will be votes on confirmation of U.S.
district court judges and the last vote
will be a cloture vote on the nomina-
tion of Sylvia Burwell to be Secretary
of Health and Human Services.

There will be a Senators-only brief-
ing at 5:30 p.m. today.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2414

Mr. MCCONNELL. I had indicated to
the majority leader I was going to have
a unanimous consent request. I am
going to propound that now.

I ask unanimous consent that the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 2414, the Coal Country
Protection Act and the Senate proceed
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to its immediate consideration. I fur-
ther ask consent that the bill be read a
third time and passed and the motion
to reconsider be considered made and
laid upon the table.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, the rule will not become effective
for a long time. The normal period of
time to make comments when rules are
being promulgated is 60 days. This one
is 120 days. The reason for that is Mem-
bers of my caucus want to weigh in on
this to try to improve the suggested
rule that has come from the EPA.

I am waiting to read the proposed
regulation myself, which I have not
done. I have been briefed on it by my
staff, and I will read this closely, as I
am sure every Senator will.

I know the importance of this issue,
and I will be as cooperative as I feel is
appropriate with the Republican lead-
er. But at this time I object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE CALENDAR—S. 2422

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there is a
bill, S. 2422, that is at the desk and due
for a second reading.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the bill by
title for the second time.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2422) to improve the access of vet-
erans to medical service from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. REID. I would object, Mr. Presi-
dent, to any further proceedings with
regard to this bill at this time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard. The bill will
be placed upon the calendar.

U.S. MILITARY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the late
military historian John Keegan once
said:

Soldiers, when committed to a task, can’t
compromise. It’s unrelenting devotion to the
standards of duty and courage, absolute loy-
alty to others, not letting the task go until
it’s been done.

The integrity of the American sol-
diers safeguards our American democ-
racy. Their devotion to duty, even in
the face of difficult, trying cir-
cumstances, is what protects this Na-
tion.

We have seen that up close the last 10
years or so with the war in Iraq and the
conflict in Afghanistan. So I am very
thankful for members of the TU.S.
Armed Forces and that they do not
compromise their honor.

This past weekend our military re-
fused to abandon its duty, instead ful-
filling its obligation to never, ever,
leave a soldier behind.

The release of American prisoner of
war SGT Bowe Bergdahl was the cul-
mination of heroic efforts by our mili-
tary, our government, and our Presi-
dent.

President Obama, as Commander in
Chief, acted honorably in helping an
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American soldier return home to his
family. Sergeant Bergdahl’s release is
the answer to many Americans’ pray-
ers. I can’t imagine how relieved his
parents and family must feel.

It is my understanding that the wait
for the parents has been really unre-
lenting and difficult. We have seen his
dad with his long, flowing beard. He de-
cided to grow that beard as long as his
son was gone. His son is home now—or
almost home.

Unfortunately, though, opponents of
President Obama have seized upon the
release of an American prisoner of war,
using what should be a moment of
unity and celebration for our Nation as
a chance to play political games.

The safe return of an American sol-
dier should not be used to score polit-
ical points. When a man or woman puts
on a uniform as a U.S. serviceman,
they have America’s uncompromising
support.

Only a couple of weeks ago, the jun-
ior Senator from New Hampshire re-
leased a statement touting her dili-
gence in calling upon the Department
of Defense to ‘“‘do all it can to find Ser-
geant Bowe Bergdahl and bring him
home.”

In April, the Republican leader and
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania
sponsored a resolution ‘‘to express the
sense of the Senate that no member of
the Armed Forces who is missing in ac-
tion should be left behind.”

Senator INHOFE, the senior Senator
from OKklahoma, even said that the
United States ‘“‘must make every effort
to bring this captured soldier home to
his family.”

President Obama and his team did
just that. They made every effort and
brought this young man home. The re-
quest was made by the Senator from
New Hampshire, the Republican leader,
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania,
and the senior Senator from Oklahoma.

Yet some of these Senators are now
denouncing the very same efforts that
secured Sergeant Bergdahl’s release. It
is clear they are worried his release
could be seen as a victory for President
Obama. As the President said, this is
not a victory for him; it is a victory for
the United States military and our
country.

Let me put that notion to rest then.
It is not a victory for President Obama.
It is a victory for our soldiers, their
families, and our great country. No
member of the Armed Forces should be
left behind, and President Obama saw
to that.

There are questions regarding Ser-
geant Bergdahl’s disappearance and
whether or not military code was vio-
lated. These are issues that will be re-
solved by the U.S. Army, not Monday
morning quarterbacks on Capitol Hill.

But let me just say this. For the sake
of argument, let’s assume that
Bergdahl did violate his sworn oath.
What do we do? Do we mete out justice
to an American soldier—us, our coun-
try? As the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff has said yesterday, or
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the day before, if he has done some-
thing wrong, military justice will step
in and take care of that violation—if,
in fact, there was one.

I don’t know, but certainly that is a
better approach than having the
Taliban do it. I will choose the justice
system, the U.S. Army, American jus-
tice, every time.

We have seen the brutality of the
Taliban. Whatever the results of the
military’s inquiries, it doesn’t change
the fact that one more American sol-
dier is home safely.

What was the alternative?

Would any American honestly prefer
that a U.S. soldier remain in captivity
until all the questions have been an-
swered? Of course not. In the United
States we rescue our soldiers first and
ask questions later.

This is what RADM John Kirby said
in a quote that is so powerful:

When you are in the Navy, and you go
overboard, it doesn’t matter if you were
pushed, fell or jumped. We’re going to turn
the ship around and pick you up.

That is what Rear Admiral Kirby
said—again:

When you are in the Navy, and you go
overboard, it doesn’t matter if you were
pushed, fell or jumped. We’re going to turn
the ship around and pick you up.

I am grateful for the many people
who refused to forget about Sergeant
Bergdahl and worked tirelessly to se-
cure his release.

America is glad he is home.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader.

COAL COUNTRY PROTECTION ACT

Mr. MCCONNELL. President Obama’s
new energy regulations would shift
middle class jobs overseas, splinter our
manufacturing base, and boost energy
costs for struggling families.

The regulations could also lead to a
reduction of nearly half a million jobs,
according to an AFL-CIO union esti-
mate. The union’s leader characterized
the job loss as ‘‘long term and irrevers-
ible.” He noted that the President’s
regulations would not achieve ‘‘any
significant reduction of global green-
house gas emissions’’—this is an AFL-
CIO union leader—in other words, lots
of pain for minimal gain.

The President’s energy regulations
would hurt the poor, the unemployed,
seniors, and especially families in Ken-
tucky. Kentucky coal sector employ-
ment has collapsed by about 7,000 jobs
since President Obama took office.

Eastern Kentucky just saw a 3-per-
cent reduction in coal jobs in the first
quarter of 2014. At least three addi-
tional Kentuckians lose their pay-
checks indirectly for every mining job
that is lost.

As one coal leader noted, the admin-
istration’s proposed regulations would
only add to the economic challenges
facing Kentucky—especially in Eastern
Kentucky, which is ground zero for
what is happening in coal country.

The Coal Country Protection Act is
cosponsored by several Senators, in-
cluding Senator RAND PAUL, and is sup-
ported by the Kentucky Coal Associa-
tion.
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It would require that simple but im-
portant benchmarks be met before the
President’s new rules could take effect.
No. 1, the Secretary of Labor would
have to certify that the regulations
would not generate a loss of employ-
ment.

No. 2, the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office would have to cer-
tify that the regulations would not re-
sult in any loss in American gross do-
mestic product.

No. 3, the Administrator of the En-
ergy Information Administration
would have to certify that the regula-
tions would not increase electricity
rates.

No. 4, the Chair of the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission and the
president of the North American Elec-
tric Reliability Corporation would have
to certify that electricity delivery
would remain reliable. So the Coal
Country Protection Act is just com-
mon sense.

Moments ago the majority leader
blocked consideration of this measure.
Unless we take this up, debate it, and
pass it, the President’s rules will cause
job loss, utility rate hikes, and poten-
tially brownouts. The President’s regu-
lations will actually increase energy
prices and create job loss.

Opponents of this bill will be sup-
porting job loss in Kentucky, our econ-
omy being hurt, and seniors’ energy
bills spiking for almost zero meaning-
ful global carbon reduction.

So the majority leader and the
Democrats in this body need to listen.
And even if they won’t, Kentuckians
should know I will keep fighting for
them.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

THE ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until 11 a.m., with Senators
permitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their
designees, with the Republicans con-
trolling the first 30 minutes and the
majority controlling the next 30 min-
utes.

The Senator from Nebraska.

——————

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss EPA’s joint proposed
rule redefining waters of the United
States.

Claims to the contrary notwith-
standing, EPA has once again thrown
down the gauntlet with this massive
expansion of Federal jurisdiction. This
new rule in its essence declares almost
every body of water to be within Fed-
eral regulatory jurisdiction. By con-
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juring up even the most remote con-
nection to a navigable body of water,
EPA is now claiming they can regulate
ponds, ditches, and even low-lying
areas that are actually dry during
most of the year. EPA seems to think
it has jurisdiction if there is just a
chance that a speck of dirt can travel
through a stream, a pond, or even a
field to traditional navigable water,
and that is clearly not what Congress
intended. But the EPA, the Army Corps
of Engineers, and even the USDA are
touting that they listened to agri-
culture and that farmers’ and ranchers’
concerns were, in fact, reflected in this
proposal. But if this 370-page rule actu-
ally provides certainty and maintains
exemptions for farmers, as EPA claims,
then why are most farm groups so op-
posed to it?

We have seen EPA become better and
better at messaging to farmers, but un-
fortunately the actual language of the
regulations—their very aggressive ap-
proach—really hasn’t changed one bit.
While EPA has shown a willingness to
meet and to listen, the reality is that
the words on paper really are what
matter.

When Administrator McCarthy came
before an appropriations subcommittee
a few weeks ago, I pushed her on this
issue. Not surprisingly, she told me
they are really trying to get this right
and listen to agriculture’s concerns
across the country. But as it stands
right now, folks in farm country are
justifiably alarmed.

EPA will point to a few exclusions in
the rule, but if you look closely, these
exemptions are so very narrowly craft-
ed that very few waters actually would
escape EPA’s regulatory grasp and
overreach. For example, under the pro-
posed rule, waters that are perennial,
intermittent, or ephemeral can be sub-
ject to EPA regulation. That is right—
EPA is trying to regulate bodies of
water that only have water in them
when it is raining. That is just one of
the many examples in this rule where
it is clear that EPA is trying to push
the envelope—and push it as far as
they can.

In its so-called fact sheet on the ben-
efits of the rule for agriculture, EPA
touts that exemptions are, in fact, pre-
served for agriculture. Not only that,
but according to the fact sheet, EPA
will now exempt 56 conservation prac-
tices from permitting requirements. It
says this will provide certainty and
predictability. That all sounds good as
messaging until you actually examine
the claims. These exemptions only
apply to dredge and fill permitting. All
other Clean Water Act permitting re-
quirements do not have exemptions for
agriculture. So whether a permit is re-
quired for other provisions of the act is
simply a function of whether the re-
lated waters are Federal waters. Thus,
because EPA vastly expanded the defi-
nition of Federal waters, farmers are
going to get a rude awakening when
they are told they need a 402 permit be-
fore applying pesticides or when they
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realize this rule may require them to
have a spill prevention, control, and
countermeasure plan in place or when
they realize their farm pond is not ex-
empt simply because they allow live-
stock to drink from it. Imagine the dis-
may of farmers when they realize that
the much-touted exemptions are essen-
tially meaningless and that they are
subject to fines of tens of thousands of
dollars per day.

Nonetheless, the Obama administra-
tion continues to tout this list of 56
conservation practices that they are
proposing to exempt as if farmers
should fall silent in gratitude. It is the
classic smoke and mirror approach
that has led to the tremendous mis-
trust of this administration. They say
one thing while putting policies in
place that dictate something entirely
different.

Consider this: Even these narrow
conservation exemptions are wrapped
in fine print and redtape. EPA also
says that in order to be exempt, a con-
servation practice must specifically
comply with USDA standards. Again, it
sounds reasonable, except that these
standards, which were developed for
voluntary conservation programs, were
never intended to be the only means of
avoiding a regulatory hammer. These
are gold-plated standards. They are
also very prescriptive. That may be
fine for voluntary programs that come
with compensation for compliance. It
is not fine if farmers must follow them
or face huge fines. There is nothing
voluntary about that.

Can these farmers be sued because
they didn’t follow supposedly vol-
untary USDA standards? Can EPA take
action against these farm families?
Who will enforce compliance with
those conservation practices? Will it be
the USDA or will it be the EPA? Farm-
ers generally trust USDA’s voluntary
approach to conservation efforts, but
what happens to that trust if USDA is
suddenly thrust into the business of en-
forcing EPA regulations on the farm?
Conversely, is EPA going to hold any
sway over USDA’s voluntary conserva-
tion standards? Since they are plan-
ning to use those standards to regulate
farms, this is a great concern.

Let me mention one additional cause
for concern. These supposedly exempt
practices are not even in the proposed
rule; they are in a separate document
from the rule, and that document can
change on the whim of the EPA with-
out warning and with no opportunity
whatsoever for public comment. So
ranchers doing a practice consistent
with the list may get the rug pulled
out from under them.

EPA claims this rule will provide cer-
tainty and predictability, and in omne
respect they are right. As a constituent
of mine from Ogallala rightly put it,
“The only clarity the proposed rule
provides is to put me on notice that ev-
erything is a water of the U.S. and that
I need a permit to do anything.”

So it appears that in an effort to pro-
vide clarity, EPA has very much done
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the opposite. And I have just scratched
the surface here today. But EPA still
has an opportunity to fix this mess.
While the tendency of this administra-
tion has been to overregulate from day
one, there is still an opportunity to
pull back the rule and admit they went
too far.

I had high hopes when Administrator
McCarthy took the reins and expressed
a desire to build trust with the ag com-
munity. In fact, she called it a priority.
This rule, though, delivers the opposite
message. If Administrator McCarthy is
serious about having a relationship
with the people I represent—ag pro-
ducers—it would send such a powerful
signal to say: Hold on. Let’s withdraw
the rule. Let’s not follow this mis-
guided direction. Call a timeout, and
people would see that and say: I am
going to listen. People would receive
that so positively. This would certainly
get the attention of the ag community
and really begin to build bridges in-
stead of outlining rhetorical wishes.

The window of opportunity is still
open, and I hope the Administrator
seizes it by withdrawing the rule.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Missouri.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I wish to
talk a little bit about health care this
morning.

The majority leader has suggested in
past weeks that all of these contacts
and concerns I get from Missourians
are just made up—although he didn’t
target Missourians and say only Mis-
sourians were making up these stories;
he just said everybody was making up
these stories. But that is clearly not
true.

The law regarding health care—the
law that is applied every day with
great consistency—continues to be the
law of unintended consequences, the
law that so often is impacted by what
we think we are doing in the Congress,
only to find that the consequences of
those actions go well beyond the dis-
cussion the Congress was having. Cer-
tainly if we had that debate again
today, the debate we had in 2009 and
early 2010, the Congress would be bet-
ter prepared for that debate, the coun-
try would be better prepared for that
debate, and people would understand
what is at stake. What I see every day
are things that people didn’t anticipate
would happen.

Here is a letter we got from Jack in
Kansas City, MO. He said:

I'm a retired hospital CEO and glad to be
retired because of Obamacare.

He points out in an absolutely cor-
rect way that in most communities in
Missouri, particularly our small and
midsized communities, the hospital is
a real source of pride and place of heal-
ing, a major employer.

Of course, the potential end result of
what is happening now with the
changes we made and how hospitals are
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treated, particularly hospitals in rural
areas, hospitals in underserved inner-
city areas, is that the programs that
were in place are basically going away.
And why did they go away? Because
the President assumed and the Mem-
bers of Congress, I am sure, who voted
for this piece of legislation assumed,
that everybody would be covered, that
everybody would have insurance, so we
didn’t need to have special programs
that dealt with people who didn’t have
insurance and hospitals that dealt with
people who didn’t have insurance, and
we didn’t need special programs for un-
derserved areas. Clearly, that is not
the case.

If we look back at the debate, many
people were saying: This will not work
out the way the well-intended pro-
ponents of this law think it will work
out, and we are going to continue to
have people without insurance.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice reiterated again just recently that
at the end of 10 years, how many people
won’t have insurance? Thirty million.
Thirty million people didn’t have in-
surance when we started, and to dis-
rupt the entire health care tableau of
the country to add possibly 10 million,
I think we are going to have people
who lose insurance at work who pre-
viously had insurance through their
work. I think that will be one of the
major unintended consequences as we
approach the end of this year and go
into next year.

I am talking to too many employers
in Missouri who are saying there is a
place for people to go now. They can go
to the exchange. We struggled with
this for a long time. Even though we
are not covered by the law, even
though we don’t have 50 employees, we
are no longer going to provide the in-
surance at work—that many of these
employers have provided for decades
and others have provided over all the
time they have been in business, even
if it is less than decades.

Norman from Warrensburg, MO, is
concerned about what would happen
with Medicare and Medicare Advan-
tage. He says: I was struck with
Guillain-Barre in 2005 which has left
me disabled as well as other resulting
health issues. We expend more than
$3,000 out of pocket annually just for
my prescriptions alone and that was
under a Medicare Advantage plan. This
plus the Medicare premiums and the
physician care takes almost all of our
Social Security benefits. We live in a
small community.

He describes Warrensburg as a small
community of around 18,000, and it
would probably be one of those commu-
nities to lose the Medicare Advantage
type of insurance, which is the gap
that he thinks allows his family to
have the health care they have and
would like to continue to have.

Paula from O’Fallon, MO, says she
believes a lot of people’s spouses are
going to leave their jobs because they
are going to look at who has the better
insurance and try to benefit from that
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better insurance. According to her, her
husband’s company is paying a large
fine because their insurance is better
than ObamaCare. I imagine more real-
istically what that letter might have
said is that their insurance isn’t ex-
actly what the Department of Health
and Human Services believes is the
right kind of insurance, when the gov-
ernment makes these decisions instead
of the people or the people closest to
them, their employers.

One of the benefits of the employer-
provided system was that people didn’t
have to worry about this. In fact, al-
most everybody looked at their insur-
ance and they talked with their em-
ployer and they decided they would get
more information when they needed it,
and when they needed it usually the in-
formation they got was pretty good in-
formation for them to have.

Now we have people trying to figure
out, if they have choices, a complexity
of choices and alternatives that they
never had to deal with before. Frankly,
they are not going to like that, and I
think one of the other unintended con-
sequences of this law is that people are
going to begin to say: I know a govern-
ment-run program wouldn’t be as good
as the health care I used to have, but I
just don’t want to be responsible for it
anymore. What we probably are doing
is building a groundswell of people who
no longer want to be forced into the de-
cisions they never had to make, be-
cause 85 percent of everybody who had
insurance had insurance at work, and
90 percent of them thought the insur-
ance they had at work met their needs.
I think we would be lucky if very far
into the Affordable Care Act, 90 per-
cent of the people who have insurance
think the insurance they have moving
forward meets their needs.

Angelyn from Dexter, MO, said her
aunt and uncle are searching for a new
doctor after their doctor moved out of
State. They are having trouble finding
a physician in the Dexter area that will
take new Medicare patients—another
unintended consequence.

The people who voted for this bill cut
Medicare itself. I wasn’t for it, but it is
the law. One of the reasons I said I
wasn’t for it is we are cutting a pro-
gram we already knew is challenged—
Medicare—by $500 billion to form a new
program. There is no city council,
there is no county government, there is
nowhere else in America where people
would go to a meeting and say, OK, we
have a program that is in real trouble,
so what we are going to do is cut that
program to start a new program—and
particularly a program such as Medi-
care that people have been led to be-
lieve they can rely on. When we cut
Medicare by $500 billion over 10 years
something happens.

What Angelyn’s aunt and uncle are
seeing is one of the things that happens
is people try to find a doctor who will
take Medicare only and find doctor
after doctor who says: We are going to
continue to serve the Medicare pa-
tients we have as long as they are
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around to serve, but we are not serving
new Medicare patients.

Joanna in Kansas City said her son
goes to college where he is required to
have health insurance. His health in-
surance he gets through the school has
increased 40 percent this year.

Wayne in Moberly said his premiums
and prescription drug costs have in-
creased and he is concerned it is be-
cause of all the new requirements that
have to be met. He said: ‘““The future
does not look good from where I stand
as a small business owner and a farm-
er.”

Donna in Napoleon, MO, said her in-
surance had gone from $93 twice a
month to $156 twice a month. The in-
teresting point in her letter is she said
her insurance would go up even more if
she gets a chance to work more. There
is a lot to be said for assisting people
to get health insurance who cannot
otherwise afford to get health insur-
ance, but one of the things I never
heard debated in any extensive way is
what happens when people are at the
edge of moving to a new level of work
which then gives them a lower level of
benefit.

Donna is saying that if she gets to
work more hours, she will have less as-
sistance buying her health insurance
and her health insurance goes up. The
government should not be in the busi-
ness of looking for ways to encourage
people not to work, as in the part-time
work we see all over the country now.

One of the great workplace impacts
of the health care law was that the
government for the first time ever said
to most employers—employers of more
than 50 people—you have to provide
health insurance to anybody who
works 30 hours a week. So what did em-
ployers for the first time hear the gov-
ernment saying? If someone works less
than 30 hours a week, they don’t have
to have to provide health insurance. So
employer after employer made the de-
cision that for new employees we are
going to hire three people at 27 or 28
hours a week rather than two people at
40 hours. We are going to meet our
workforce needs in a new way. Con-
sequently, those individuals don’t have
coverage. Many individuals at that
level of hourly work who used to have
coverage no longer have coverage. An
awful lot of companies used to provide
coverage at half time—at 20 hours—but
if the government says they don’t have
to provide it until 30 hours, it turns out
a lot of people don’t work more than 30
hours because they don’t have an op-
portunity or maybe they work almost
60 hours, but they have to work 60
hours at two different jobs, as did a
lady I mentioned just last week who
contacted our office.

David in Kansas City said he is re-
tired from the railroad industry, and
on April 1 his former company canceled
plans for retirees 65 and older. David
had access to a retiree plan from the
railroad industry. He doesn’t have that
anymore.

A lot of companies have done that,
not just the railroad industry. IBM an-
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nounced they would no longer provide
health care coverage for their retirees.
As soon as the retirees are 65 and older
they are placed on Medicare, but what
kind of supplement do they have? They
used to have a supplement that was
part of a big IBM plan and now they
don’t have that anymore. UPS an-
nounced the dependents and spouses
who are in part of the UPS family
wouldn’t have insurance anymore. The
unintended consequences keep on com-
ing, and we need to continually look at
what we need to do to see that people
have access to great health care.

We are talking now—as we should
be—about veterans health care and
how veterans could have access to
great health care. This is the moment
right now where we can look at this
issue in a new way. The veterans serv-
ice organizations are looking at this
issue. Alternatives are good. Veterans
should have the best health care, in the
best location for them, in the best way
the taxpayers can provide it.

The Veterans’ Administration should
be the best at some things. They
should be better than anybody else at
dealing with IED accidents, eye inju-
ries, the loss of limbs, and other issues
that are unique to veterans in unfortu-
nate numbers because of the kind of
conflicts in which we have been in-
volved. Nobody should be better at that
than the VA.

The VA may be the absolute best
place to go for a particular injury, such
as post-traumatic stress. Our veterans
have problems because of the conflicts
they have been in, but they also have
problems because the National Insti-
tutes of Health says one out of four
adult Americans has a diagnosable
mental health problem. In a hearing a
couple months ago, I asked the Sec-
retary—the Surgeon General of the
Army and the other forces about this:
Do you think that is reflected in the
military, and the answer was yes. She
said: We recruit from the general popu-
lation. We don’t have any reason to be-
lieve our population serving in the
military doesn’t reflect similarly with
regard to mental health issues. Some
of those mental health issues, such as
post-traumatic stress, the VA should
be better than anybody else at, but a
lot of mental health issues in the VA,
there is no reason they should be any
better than any of the other facilities.
Veterans may have to drive to another
State to get to a veterans facility or
have to drive 120 miles or 150 miles in
the VA’s van transportation. If that is
what someone wants to do as a vet-
eran, I think we ought to be sure vet-
erans can do that, but if veterans want
to get better care closer to home, more
choices, we should do that.

Let the Veterans’ Administration
compete to be the best at what they
can provide. There is no particular rea-
son to believe the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration is going to be better than ev-
erybody in the country at normal in-
ternal medicine. There is no reason to
believe the Veterans’ Administration is
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going to be the best at dealing with
cancer or heart issues or other issues.
If there is a veterans hospital that
somehow has figured out how to do
that, fine, but don’t make veterans
drive 120 miles by a dozen facilities
that can do just as well or better be-
cause we have decided to put people in
a system that is totally defined by the
government.

One of the things we are learning is
people can make better choices in so
many areas than when the government
makes those choices for them. So as we
think about our veterans, as we think
about what we can do to be sure they
get the best care, that they are hon-
ored, their service is honored in a way
they were led to believe it would be
honored, this is a great time to have
this discussion.

So whether it is health care for ev-
erybody else or health care for vet-
erans, the Congress of the United
States—and the country—has probably
never been in a better position to talk
about these issues. We see the unin-
tended consequences of taking steps in
the wrong direction. Now is a great
time for our veterans and health care
generally to see what we could do to
take steps in the right direction.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————
IMMIGRATION REFORM

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
to point out it has now been 342 days
since the Senate passed bipartisan,

comprehensive immigration reform
that  would secure our border,
turbocharge America’s economic

growth and provide a chance to heal
America’s broken families who are
being separated by our dysfunctional
immigration system.

Here is what we know: The non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office
told us that had we passed the bill this
last year, we could have already seen
up to $80 billion of economic growth,
$20 billion of deficit reduction, 50,000
new jobs, $60 billion more in the Social
Security trust fund, $2 billion of rev-
enue for State and local governments,
and 40,000 more brilliant STEM—
science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics—graduates stay in the
United States instead of being told to
go home.

Instead, we have not been able to
achieve any of these important gains.
Why is that? It is because the House
has refused to do anything—underline
anything—to try and fix our broken
immigration system. To be clear, the
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real problem is not that there is a dif-
ference of opinion between a House bill
and a Senate bill on immigration that
cannot be reconciled. The problem is
there is no House bill.

We are happy to meet our colleagues
in the House part of the way. We would
love to sit down and negotiate, but
there is no House bill. So the problem
is not that the two sides are irreconcil-
able, it is that one side has refused to
do anything. The problem is that
House Republicans have completely ab-
dicated their responsibility to address
important issues such as fixing our
broken immigration system.

For the last few weeks I have ex-
plained the reason the House has done
nothing on immigration is because the
House Republican leadership has hand-
ed the gavel of leadership on immigra-
tion to far-right extremists such as
Congressman STEVE KING. He is truly
extreme on this issue. STEVEN KING
says to do nothing—absolutely noth-
ing—and the House does nothing, abso-
lutely nothing.

Well, not only has this point not been
refuted by anyone in the Republican
Party, it has actually been even fur-
ther confirmed in the last few days.

Let’s start with STEVE KING himself.
Last week KING filed an amendment to
the Commerce, Justice, and Science
appropriations bill that would require
the Department of Justice to ‘‘inves-
tigate” the Department of Homeland
Security’s use of prosecutorial discre-
tion toward certain immigrants, in-
cluding beneficiaries of the Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals, or the
DACA Program, that the Obama ad-
ministration announced in June of
2012.

When discussing his amendment,
STEVE KING—Ilisten to this—pejora-
tively referred to the DACA Program
as ‘“‘Deferred Action for Criminal
Aliens.” That is what he thinks. He
thinks that every immigrant is a
criminal. When describing this pro-
gram, STEVE KING said:

For everyone who’s a valedictorian, there’s
another 100 out there who weigh 130 pounds—
and they’ve got calves the size of canta-
loupes because they have been hauling 75
pounds of marijuana across the border.

Was KING criticized for these com-
ments? Was he chastised and told he
has no place in a modern Republican
Party? Was KING’s amendment at least
ignored in the same way every other
immigration bill has been ignored?

Unfortunately, the answer to all of
these questions is no. For the second
time in a year, the House Republican
leadership actually rewarded KING and
handed him the gavel yet again by giv-
ing him another vote on another politi-
cally motivated appropriations amend-
ment. The amendment to investigate
the DACA Program is what received a
vote last week. Just as before, the
House passed yet another inflam-
matory King appropriations amend-
ment along partisan lines. His previous
amendment was to defund the DACA
Program.
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This is a man who just last week
compared immigrants to Santa Ana’s
army. He compared immigrants to a
foreign invading army. It is a compari-
son that implies that an immigrant’s
goal is to harm the interest of the
United States when they desperately
want to be here and participate in the
freedom—both economic and polit-
ical—we love and enjoy. Yet again,
after he said something like this, the
Republican leadership hands him the
gavel on immigration. That is why we
continue to see nothing out of the
House other than inflammatory, rhe-
torical amendment show votes. The
score is clear: STEVE KING is still
undefeated, and he is increasing his
margin of victory every day.

Well, it doesn’t have to be that way.
STEVE KING doesn’t represent the vast
number of voters in either the Repub-
lican Party or even the tea party.
STEVE KING does not represent Repub-
licans in this House. When we joined
together on a moderate bipartisan bill
that would do so much good for Amer-
ica, it was supported by traditional Re-
publican groups—the business commu-
nity, the high-tech community, the ag-
ricultural growers, the Catholic
Church, the evangelical Protestant
church, supported this bipartisan bill.
Some on the left thought it was too
conservative.

It doesn’t have to be this way. STEVE
KING doesn’t have to write into law
whatever the House does. Poll after
poll is clear that even Republican vot-
ers—conservative Republican voters—
want to fix our broken immigration
system in a manner that secures our
borders, fixes our legal immigration
system, and allows those in the un-
documented status to get right with
the law after a long path, including
paying fines, paying back taxes, learn-
ing English, having to work, and going
to the back of the line and waiting.

STEVE KING is much like the Wizard
of Oz when it comes to immigration.
He is pulling the levers behind the
screen to make it seem he has the
power, but the Republican Party will
learn sooner or later—as Dorothy did
in the ‘“Wizard of Oz’—that KING actu-
ally works by fear, and he doesn’t have
the power and the wizard’s power is
overstated. He can’t really do very
much. The only way to get back home
and do something real is in ourselves,
not in that man behind the screen—the
Wizard of Oz, STEVE KING. Where are
the leaders in the Republican Party
with the courage to stand up to STEVE
KING and the far right and say: Enough
is enough, we will not let our authority
be hijacked by extremists whose xeno-
phobia causes them to prefer maintain-
ing a broken immigration system,
where hundreds of thousands still cross
the border illegally, instead of achiev-
ing a fair, tough, and practical long-
term solution?

Make no mistake, immigration re-
form will either pass this year with bi-
partisan support and a bipartisan im-
print or it will pass in a future year

June 4, 2014

with only Democratic support and a
Democratic imprint because Demo-
crats control Congress and the White
House. Some Democrats argue it is bet-
ter for us politically if the latter oc-
curs, and many Republicans, in their
hearts, know that is true. But we don’t
want that. We want to fix our coun-
try’s problems. We want our GDP to
grow 3.5 percent as the GPO said it
would if we pass this bill. We want to
secure our borders once and for all. We
want a fair path to citizenship so that
people who work and pay taxes can get
right with the law.

Time is running out. We have less
than 8 weeks to go to get something
passed. There is still no serious pro-
posal from Republicans. If the House
fails to act during this window, the
President would be more than justified
in acting anytime after the summer is
over to make whatever changes he feels
are necessary to make our immigration
system work better for those who are
unfairly burdened by our broken laws,
but that is not the preferable way to
go. The preferable way to go is to go
the way the Senate did where Demo-
crats and Republicans banded together
to create a moderate, thoughtful, com-
prehensive bill that fixes our broken
immigration system once and for all.

In conclusion, I hope the immigra-
tion reform bill passes this year be-
cause our economy, our broken fami-
lies, and our country so badly need it.
Let’s hope the House finally stops talk-
ing and finally stops paying obeisance
to their Wizard of Oz on immigration,
STEVE KING, and starts acting.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HEITKAMP). The Senator from Wyo-
ming.

——————

HEALTH CARE

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor as the Senate begins
the debate on the nomination of Sylvia
Burwell to be Secretary of Health and
Human Services. If she is confirmed for
that job, she would be responsible for
implementing thousands of pages of
regulations related to the President’s
health care law. I think it is appro-
priate, as we consider this nomination,
to take a little bit of time and talk
about the state of the President’s
health care law.

Just this morning I visited with a
number of people from Uinta County,
WY. I will tell you what they know and
what we all know, and that is there are
many dangerous side effects of the law,
such as people losing access to their
doctor and getting smaller paychecks.

Today I want to talk specifically
about the expensive side effect so many
Americans are facing, and that is how
much health insurance premiums are
rising because of the law. States are
starting to release the proposed pre-
miums insurance companies expect to
charge next year under the Obama
health care law. The numbers are not
good for the American people—for peo-
ple who wanted affordable care, quality
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care, and access to care, the kinds of
things the President of the TUnited
States looked into the camera and
promised them.

Virginia was one of the first States
to put out the numbers. What is hap-
pening in the State of Virginia? Every
health plan sold in the State exchange
expects to raise its rates next year.
The State expects some people to pay
as much as 17 percent more next year.

In Vermont, it is a similar story.
There are two companies offering plans
in the State exchange. Yesterday we
learned that one intends to raise rates
10 percent, the other expects to raise
its rates 15 percent next year.

Last Friday Ohio released its pro-
posed rates for people buying insurance
through the exchange. The average pre-
mium in the State’s individual market
is expected to be 13 percent higher next
year than it was last year. According
to State insurance regulators, it is bad
news, but it is what they expected.

The State Lieutenant Governor said:

Continued and unnecessary headwinds out
of Washington are making it more difficult
for job creators, hard-working Ohioans and
their families to purchase health insurance.

President Obama said the Democrats
should forcefully defend and be proud
of the health care law. Is there a Demo-
crat in this body—even one—who is
willing to come to the floor and force-
fully defend premium increases of 13
percent, 15 percent, or 17 percent in 1
year alone?

More States are going to be releasing
their new premiums all summer. More
people around the country are going to
see these kinds of rate increases. This
is an alarming side effect of the Presi-
dent’s health care law. That is on top
of the rate increases people have al-
ready had to pay for insurance for this
year.

It is astonishing when you look at
the numbers. It is not just families
buying health insurance through the
exchanges who are getting slammed.
USA Today ran a headline last week
which said:

More employees are getting hit with high-
er health insurance premiums and co-pay-
ments, and many don’t have the money to
cover unexpected medical expenses, a new re-
port finds.

The report found that 56 percent of
companies increased their employees’
share of health premiums for copay-
ments for doctors’ visits last year after
the health care law came into effect,
and 59 percent of companies intend to
do the same thing this year. So people
buying insurance in the exchange are
being hurt, people who get insurance
through work are being hurt, and small
businesses are being hurt as well.

There was an article in the Alaska
Dispatch about this last Thursday. It
said: ‘‘Alaska’s small businesses feel
the pinch of rising health care costs.”
The article tells the story of a res-
taurant owner with 24 employees. He
wants to offer health insurance cov-
erage, but he is paying $5,000 a month
more than he paid last year for his
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share of the insurance. He is somebody
who wants to provide insurance, but it
is now $5,000 more a month for his 24
employees. He says the costs are crip-
pling and that it is like meeting an-
other payroll every month. This small
business owner said the health care law
is ‘‘killing me.” He says, ‘I just don’t
know how long we can keep absorbing
these costs.” These are costs put on
this business owner in Alaska by every
Member of the Senate who voted for
this health care law—every one of
them.

I invite any one of them to come
down here to forcefully defend this law
as the President requests that they do
and be proud of what they have done to
this small business owner. Are Demo-
crats in the Senate who voted for this
health care law proud of what the law
is doing to this small business owner in
Alaska? Are they willing to forcefully
defend his having to pay an extra $5,000
a month? That is what people are deal-
ing with.

There is a story which just came out
today about North Carolina—another
State where a Senator has said: If you
like what you have, you can keep it.
The headline to this story is
“ObamaCare cripples North Carolina
small business.”

It says:

A North Carolina woman currently living
her dream—to own a salon—could soon shat-
ter and crumble, leaving her employees to
pay astronomical costs for health insurance,
all because of ObamaCare.

Julia Vittorio, owner of Fresh Salon for
the past five years, is worried that she will
not be able to provide her employees with
health insurance.

She said: ‘I think you just want the
best for your employees.”’

I think that is what many peobple
around the country want: the best for
their employees.

She said: ‘“We are a small business
and it’s very much like a family, so I
care about our staff.”

That is what she told a television
station, WCNC in Charlotte.

She previously offered her employees
health insurance and paid part of it, but has
been forced to reconsider her decision be-
cause of the rising costs of premiums.

“We’ve been very proud to even carry it for
this long, but it’s certainly a concern mov-
ing into the future if we’re going to be able
to keep doing it,”” she explained.

Veronica Cook, a hairdresser who has
worked at Fresh Salon since it opened,
said: ‘“‘It’s frustrating and scary and
you don’t know what to expect.”

I think that applies to many people
around the country as a result of the
President’s health care law—this
quote: “It’s frustrating and scary and
you don’t know what to expect.” She is
not sure what she will do if she has to
pay for her own insurance. That is
what this devastating side effect of the
President’s health care law is doing to
people all around the country.

The President says he wants every-
one to have a fair shot. Democrats say
it over and over. Is this small business
owner getting a fair shot? Are the fam-
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ilies of Ohio getting a fair shot when
their premiums go up as much as 13
percent next year?

Some Democrats who voted for the
health care law have come out and said
that the rates may be going up, but not
as fast as maybe they would have with-
out the law. But let’s take a step back.
When they were trying to pass this
health care law, Democrats said it
would only raise premiums—no. Demo-
crats never said it would only raise
premiums by 10 to 13 percent. No. They
said it would drop premiums by $2,500 a
year. That is what the President said—
$2,600 per family per year, and he said
by the end of his first term.

Well, we met with the President in
February of 2010 at the White House at
the roundtable discussion. Senator
LAMAR ALEXANDER, my colleague from
Tennessee, asked specifically about the
predictions that the premiums, as we
have seen, would go up. The President
was making these promises, claims
that they would go down. The Presi-
dent denied again to each of us in a
face-to-face meeting that they would
go up. The President said: ‘“That’s just
not the case.”

Well, now what we do know is it is
the case, and it was the case all along.
People believed the President when he
promised he would save them money.
They thought that Democrats were
giving them this fair shot the Presi-
dent talks about. Now they are finding
out what they got: higher premiums,
higher costs, higher deductibles, higher
copays, loss of coverage, you can’t keep
your doctor. It is hard to believe the
President of the United States.

This is not what people wanted. Peo-
ple wanted a fair shot. But it is not
what the President and Democrats in
Congress actually gave them in the
health care law. Many of them who
voted for it never read it. NANCY
PELOSI said first you have to pass it be-
fore you get to find out what is in it.
But it did not stop the Democrats who
voted for it from making those same
promises—promises: If you like what
you have, you can keep it. If you like
your doctor, you can keep your doctor.
Premiums will go down. All of those
promises—each one of them turned out
to be not true.

A fair shot is exactly what Repub-
licans have offered, and that is—and I
can tell you this as a doctor—what pa-
tients want is patient-centered care,
not government-controlled and man-
dated care—a patient-centered ap-
proach that would solve the biggest
problems that families face: access to
care, cost of care, quality care. That
means measures such as allowing small
businesses to pool together in order to
buy insurance more cheaply for their
employees. It means letting people
shop for health insurance that actually
works for them and works for their
families, not what the President says is
best for them.

So in closing let me just say, these
are just a couple of the solutions Re-
publicans have offered to give Ameri-
cans the care they need from a doctor
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they choose at lower costs, without the
outrageous, expensive side effects of
the President’s health care law.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

BURWELL NOMINATION

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, after
months and months of polarizing and
divisive debate in the Senate about the
Affordable Care Act, I rise today to
strongly support the nomination of
Sylvia Mathews Burwell because I
firmly believe she will help the Senate
come together to jointly work to im-
prove American health care.

The reality is both political parties
have had valid points on this critical
issue. My party believes passionately,
as I do, that everyone must be covered.
Republicans feel equally passionate
about having a real role for the private
sector to help hold down costs and pro-
mote innovation. The Affordable Care
Act does both. Working together,
working together under the leadership
of a talented official like Sylvia Mat-
hews Burwell, we can build on that.

Ms. Burwell has earned much respect
here in the Congress on both sides of
the aisle. She had our distinguished
colleague from Oklahoma TomM COBURN
and our friend from West Virginia JAY
ROCKEFELLER at the witness table to-
gether talking about how she had
worked with both of them. She is a
leader with a head and a heart, and she
is qualified and experienced for this
critical job at this critical time.

She is a graduate of Harvard and Ox-
ford, where she was a Rhodes Scholar.
Early in her career, she showed a com-
mitment to service by becoming part
of the Clinton administration. She was
the Staff Director of the National Eco-
nomic Council beginning in 1993. Soon
she transitioned to be Chief of Staff to
the Treasury Secretary. In 1997, she be-
came Deputy Chief of Staff to the
President and moved the following
year to become the Deputy Director of
OMB.

She has extensive experience in the
nonprofit sector. She led efforts to ad-
dress some of the most pressing global
health 